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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art-. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 30-66 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Vega et al (6275681) in view of Schyndel. 

Vega shows a communication system with first communication device 105 and 
second communication device 106 for detecting change in electrification condition of the 
electrification target 102 (human body 205) and demodulating the information through 
demodulator 203, see figure 2B. 

Vega does not use the term "quasi-electrostatic field". 

Schyndel shows a communication system and provides for quasi-static electric 

fields. 
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It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to provide 
quasi-static electric fields in the communication system of Vega because the use and 
advantages of a quasi-static electric field employed in a communication system is 
taught by Schyndel. 

Any advantages seen are those naturally expected to occur due to the quasi- 
static electric field. 

The portability of the device would not involve patentable invention as evidenced 
by the use of conventional card reader and tag reader employed in facilities such as at a 
guard desk or in a banking environment, see portable system in col. 6, lines 4-12 of 
Vega. 

The human body is shown in figure 2B. 

With respect to claim 36, modulation is provided in col. 7, lines 41-52 of Vega. 

With respect to claim 38, electric power and electric charge are limited with 
respect to power manager 412; see col. 9, lines 41-67 and col. 10 of Vega. 

With respect to claim 39, see "read range" in col. 5, lines 60-67 of Vega. 

Claim 40, Schyndel provides for modulation with respect to distance, see col. 4, 
lines 57-67, and col. 5, lines 1-31. Schyndel does not state the specific equation as 
recited. The artisan recognizes that such is an engineering trade-off and would 
experience no difficulties is deriving a distance with respect to such equation. 

With respect to claim 41 , see storage means as indicated in processor 204 in 
figure 2B of Schyndel. 
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With respect to claims 42 and 43, the artisan recognizes a parallel plane 
electrode as evidenced in such systems that employ such in convention tag systems. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to arrange or place the 
electrodes in a plane for optimum performance in the system of Vega. 

Claim 44 is an engineering trade-off and such would not involve patentable 
invention. 

With respect to claim 52-66, the artisan recognizes leakage preventing with 
respect to ground capacitor 210 in figure 2B and disclosure with respect to earth 
ground. The artisan recognizes a parallel plane electrode as well as the equations 
recited in claim 64. Such are engineering trade-off and one of ordinary skill in the art 
would recognize such. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Grimes et al, Vega et al (6147605), and Geiszler et al are cited 
as showing communication systems employing electrostatic field monitoring. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DONNIE L. CROSLAND whose telephone number is 
571-272-2980. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur. 9:30a-6:00p. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor; DANIEL J. WU can be reached on 571-272-2964. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571 -272- MOO, 
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